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couples. It is caused by the loss of the
earned-income tax credit when individ-
uals’ incomes are combined.

What happens is, you have two-wage-
earner families that, if they were not
married, if they were single and filing
separately, would qualify for the
earned-income tax credit. But if they
get married and they earn over this
mark, they get penalized again for
being married.

Estimates by the CBO indicate that
what we can do is double, for two-wage-
earner families, the amount of income
that can be received and still qualify
for the earned-income tax credit. Vir-
tually all the benefits of this adjust-
ment in the earned-income tax credit
would go to couples with incomes
below $50,000. There are nearly 3.7 mil-
lion couples in America today that do
not receive the earned-income tax
credit that would, if we double the
amount that they can make, still qual-
ify for the earned-income tax credit.

I point this out because people strug-
gle mightily to raise families, and the
notion that we would tax and then tax
again low-income families, keeping
them from receiving a benefit because
they are married, makes absolutely no
policy sense at all.

I don’t see how on Earth anybody can
argue this is a good idea or this is the
right thing to do. I am hopeful the
chairman of the Finance Committee
has focused on this. We can do this. I
hope the President will be willing to
work with Members of Congress in both
the House and the Senate in crafting a
tax package we can all agree with, so
the American people can stop over-
paying their taxes—which they are cur-
rently doing.

The CBO is now projecting an
onbudget surplus of $14 billion in fiscal
year 2000, with the surplus growing to
$996 billion over the 10-year period be-
ginning in fiscal year 2000. We have
this opportunity to eliminate the mar-
riage penalty tax and to do away with
paying the marriage penalty tax on
upper-income levels and for those not
being given the earned-income tax
credit on the lower-income level.

Of course, the surging surplus I was
discussing is as a result of payroll tax
receipts. I continue to emphasize that.

The majority side wants to put a
lockbox around any Social Security
surplus and have that maintained only
for Social Security. We can do these
things. We need to work across the
aisle. We need to work with the Presi-
dent. I hope he will be willing to work
with Members as we move forward in
dealing with the marriage penalty tax,
which is a terrible signal to send across
society, to send to people across Amer-
ica. We will be working with the chair-
man of the Finance Committee. I hope
this is one tax that can find its death
in this round of tax cuts. We will hope-
fully be going to reconciliation and dis-
cussing tax cuts this month. It is a
very important topic we will discuss.

I encourage people paying a marriage
penalty tax to contact Members re-

garding how the marriage penalty tax
has directly impacted your lives. I have
had any number of couples write say-
ing: We wanted to get married but we
found out we were going to pay this
huge tax for getting married and we
could not afford to do that; this is
money we wanted to use for a down-
payment of a house or to get a car that
would work.

They were not able to do it because
of the pernicious fiscal effect of the
marriage penalty tax. It is a terrible
signal we are sending across our soci-
ety.

Senator HUTCHISON from Texas has
been a leader on this issue of dealing
with the marriage penalty tax. She has
come to the floor, as well, to discuss
what we can do. Now is the time to
eliminate this marriage penalty tax.

I yield the floor.
f

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE
HONORABLE JOHN HOWARD,
PRIME MINISTER OF AUSTRALIA

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Members of
the Senate greet the Honorable John
Howard, Prime Minister of Australia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

RECESS

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now stand in recess for 5 minutes to
greet the Honorable John Howard,
Prime Minister of Australia.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 9:45 a.m., recessed until 9:52 a.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH).

f

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
wonder how much time do we have re-
maining, with the added time based
upon the Prime Minister’s appearance?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 7 minutes.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
then I ask you to notify me at 31⁄2 min-
utes. I intend to give the other 31⁄2 min-
utes to Senator ASHCROFT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I was very pleased
to meet the Prime Minister from Aus-
tralia. He asked me where I was from,
what State I represented. I said, ‘‘I rep-
resent the State that everyone says is
just like Australia.’’ He said, ‘‘Texas?’’
And I said, ‘‘Absolutely.’’ I had a won-
derful visit with him. He has a wonder-
ful personality. We are pleased to wel-
come him to the Senate.

f

TAX CUTS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank Senator BROWNBACK.

Senator ASHCROFT from Missouri,
Senator BROWNBACK, I, and many oth-
ers have been talking about the mar-
riage penalty tax for two sessions, and
even a session before that.

We were stunned when we discovered
44 percent of married couples in the
middle-income brackets—in the $40,000
to $60,000 range—were paying a penalty
just for the privilege of being married.

We have introduced legislation to cut
the marriage tax penalty. In fact, both
the House and Senate have tax cut
plans that we will be discussing over
the next few months to try to deter-
mine what we can give back to the
hard-working Americans who have
been sending their money to Wash-
ington to fund our Government.

When we start talking about how we
are going to give people their money
back, I think we have to step back and
talk about the basic argument, which
is: What do we do with the surplus?
And are tax cuts the right way to spend
the surplus?

I will quote from a Ft. Worth Star-
Telegram opinion piece by one of the
editorial writers on that newspaper,
Bill Thompson, from June 30, 1999.

He says there is only one question to
ask about the budget surplus, and that
is:

How should we go about giving the money
back to its rightful owners?

And the rightful owners, surely even the
biggest nitwit in Washington can under-
stand, are the taxpayers of the United States
of America.

The federal government is not a private
business that can do whatever it wants to
with unexpected profits.

Because, in fact, we are more of a co-
op. We are not a business that is trying
to make a profit and then decide what
to do with the profits.

. . . [T]here should be no discussion about
the fate of the money. . . .

If there is money left over, we give it
back to the people who own that
money. We in Washington, DC. do not
own that money. The people who
earned it own it. It is time we start
giving them back the money they have
earned.

We are doing what we should be
doing. We are cutting back Govern-
ment spending, so people can keep
more of the money they earn. If we do
not give it back to them, we will be
abusing the power we have to tax the
people. We are talking about giving the
money back to the people who earn it,
and the first place we ought to look is
to people who are married who pay
more taxes just because they are mar-
ried. If they were each single they
would be paying lower taxes, but be-
cause they got married the average is
$1,400 in the marriage penalty tax.
That is unconscionable.

Since 1969, we have seen the marriage
tax penalty get worse and worse and
worse. It was not meant to be that
way. Congress did not intend to tax
married people more. But because more
women have gone into the workforce to
make ends meet and to do better for
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